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‘‘Increase the Peace Day,’’ which pro-
motes the kind and thoughtful treat-
ment of all people.

As adults, we have a responsibility to
show our children the importance of
compassion and tolerance. It is up to
us to set an example for all of our
young people to show them how to con-
sider other people’s feelings and how to
be respectful of different points of
view. We must take time to listen to
our children and teach them to appre-
ciate those who are different from us.
Our children must learn that there is
strength in diversity.

My home State of California and my
congressional district are incredibly di-
verse, and I am proud to say that,
where we have many Hispanic Ameri-
cans, we have Asian Americans, and
different people from all walks of life.
Over 72 different languages are spoken
and taught within our schools there. I
cannot imagine Los Angeles or Cali-
fornia without the incredible mix of
people and backgrounds that we have.
The State just would not be the same.

In addition to embracing our diver-
sity, we must also teach our children
how to solve conflicts peacefully. In a
country as diverse as ours, there are
bound to be differences of opinion. It is
important that we teach young people
how to express those differences with-
out violence.

Many schools are already working to
promote the benefits of diversity and
the importance of peaceful conflict res-
olution. We know this is necessary be-
cause so many children across America
dread going to school because of the
harsh social pressures that they face
simply by being themselves. Some stu-
dents cannot talk to others for fear of
being chastised by their peers. They
feel embarrassed if they do not have
the right clothes on or right colors or
right shoes. If parents and schools
work together, we can help young peo-
ple feel good about themselves and
show compassion for others.

A simple smile, a warm greeting,
open communication, these are the
things that help us live together peace-
fully. We must educate our parents
about the importance of commu-
nicating one-on-one with their chil-
dren, setting a good example, and pro-
moting tolerance. Programs which help
parents communicate with their chil-
dren will truly be a good step in the
right direction.

In Los Angeles, we have seen the
tragedy of violent crimes committed
against people simply because of the
color of their skin. It is my hope that
conflict resolution and parental in-
volvement will help prevent this sort of
tragedy in the future. If we can teach
people when they are still young to em-
brace diversity and resolve their dif-
ferences peacefully, we will increase
our Nation’s strength and unity.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
also support this resolution and sup-
port events like ‘‘Increase the Peace
Day.’’

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentlewoman from
California for yielding me this time. I
also want to commend the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON) for in-
troducing this resolution.

It seems to me that this resolution is
an indication that we can, in fact,
learn behavior. I have always been told
that people have a tendency to learn
what they live and live what they
learn, and if we begin to focus seriously
on conflict resolution, on the develop-
ment of peaceful approaches to finding
solutions to problems that people
might have, then I think we can seri-
ously reduce violence, and I think we
can create for ourselves a saner, better
world in which to live.

So I want to commend the University
of Illinois for its violence prevention
efforts and programs, the Chicago pub-
lic school system, and also Prevention
Partnership, a local community orga-
nization, and a program called Hands
Without Guns, where children are
taught that there are other things that
they can do with their hands than put
a gun in them. If one always has some-
thing else in one’s hands, then, of
course, there is no room for a gun.

So I commend all of those, once
again, who would promote this ap-
proach to curbing violence in our soci-
ety.

Mr. Speaker, I urge strong support
for the resolution.

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would just
conclude by also providing my support
and urging other Members to support
this House resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleagues for their com-
ments and for their support on this
issue. I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 113.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 5 p.m.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 40 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 5 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. GIBBONS) at 5 p.m.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H. CON. RES. 83, CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET,
FISCAL YEAR 2002
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the
congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2002,
revising the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2001, and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for each of fis-
cal years 2003 through 2011, with a Sen-
ate amendment thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendment, and agree to the
conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. SPRATT

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. SPRATT moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the concurrent
resolution H. Con. Res. 83 be instructed,
within the scope of the conference:

(1) to increase the funding for education in
the House resolution to provide for the max-
imum feasible funding;

(2) to provide that the costs of coverage for
prescription drugs under Medicare not be
taken from the surplus of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund;

(3) to increase the funding provided for
Medicare prescription drug coverage to the
level set by the Senate amendment; and

(4) to insist that the on-budget surplus set
forth in the resolution for any fiscal year not
be less than the surplus of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund for that fiscal
year.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
rule XXII, the proponent of the motion
and a member of the other party each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
explain the motion.

Mr. Speaker, this motion has four
purposes. First of all, it says to the
conferees on the budget resolution, go
as close as they can to what the Senate
provided for education.

Basically, the House resolution en-
dorses and puts forth the President’s
budget. The President’s budget pro-
vides an increase in education next
year, fiscal year 2002, of 5.8 percent.
That is an increase, but it pales in
comparison with last year where the
increase was 18 percent and the last 5
years over which the increase in edu-
cation has averaged 13 percent.

The Senate, given a choice, a choice
we did not have here on the House
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floor, between a higher tax cut and less
for education, opted to do more for
education on four different occasions.
As a consequence, their plus-up for
education over and above the Presi-
dent’s baseline budget is nearly $300
billion. We are simply saying go as far
as they feasibly can toward the Senate
on education.

Secondly, with respect to Medicare,
and in particular with respect to Medi-
care prescription drugs, the President’s
proposal again was to put $147 billion
out for the next 10 years to provide for
a temporary helping-hand benefit and
eventually to have some kind of ben-
efit possibly integrated with Medicare.
Over 10 years the amount he provided
for this purpose was $147 billion, but
when that proposal came from the
House and to the Senate, Members in
both bodies said it is totally unreal-
istic. It will not even get Medicare pre-
scription drugs off the ground.

The Senate, once again, had a choice.
They had an amendment on the Senate
floor. The Senate plussed-up its alloca-
tion for Medicare prescription drugs to
$300 billion, a minimum amount that is
realistic to provide for a decent ben-
efit.

We say go to the Senate, be realistic,
be faithful to their commitments about
providing prescription drug coverage
under Medicare; provide the full
amount that the Senate allocates in its
budget resolution.

Thirdly, Mr. Speaker, we say with re-
spect to funding that new benefit, this
money should not come out of the
Medicare part A trust fund. It is al-
ready obligated, over-obligated, sched-
uled to run short of funds in the second
decade of this century. Rather than
putting another obligation on funds
that are already short and over-obli-
gated, we think that the funding for
the Medicare prescription drug benefit
should come from the general fund of
the Treasury and not from the hospital
insurance trust fund of Medicare.

That is what this budget resolution
provides. Take the money out of the
general fund to pay for Medicare pre-
scription benefits so that the HI trust
fund is not made insolvent any sooner.

Finally, we say as to the HI trust
fund, the hospital insurance trust fund
generally, protect it. Go to the lan-
guage that we passed here on the House
floor, where we said that Medicare
should be treated just the same as the
Social Security surpluses; that is to
say, it will be used only for benefits
provided under those two programs,
and in the meantime to buy up out-
standing debt in which the trust fund
surpluses will be invested.

This is not an idle concern. The
President’s budget came to us claiming
that it had unprecedented reserve
funds or contingency funds. In one
place it says it is providing a contin-
gency fund of a $1.2 trillion. Towards
the end, that contingency fund is whit-
tled down to $842 billion. When one
looks more closely at the $842 billion,
they find that of that amount $526 bil-

lion comes from the consolidation of
what is left over with what is in the
surplus, the surplus accumulating and
the HI trust fund. Those two numbers
add up to $842 billion.
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We say that the contingency fund
should not include the Medicare trust
funds. In keeping with the resolution
that this House passed by an over-
whelming margin, that money should
be confined exclusively to Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, these are the four prin-
ciples that we raise in our motion to
the conferees.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I claim
the time in opposition and yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, it is good to
have the opportunity to discuss some
of the budget issues with the gen-
tleman from South Carolina. I would
have thought over the last couple of
weeks some issues would have resolved
themselves, but we find ourselves de-
bating some of the same issues that we
were debating prior to the Easter re-
cess. It is good to engage in these dis-
cussions again.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that the
gentleman’s motion to instruct con-
ferees to some extent is asking for the
second bite of the apple. What could
not be won on the floor as an alter-
native is being requested as a motion
to instruct. I have to reluctantly op-
pose the instruction. Most are non-
controversial. Certainly motions to
conferees are nonbinding on the con-
ferees themselves. It gives an oppor-
tunity for Members to make a few
points that they would like to make,
and I certainly respect that oppor-
tunity; but let us go through the mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

First, to increase the funding for edu-
cation in the House resolution to pro-
vide for maximum feasible funding. I
do not think that there is much con-
troversy there. If Members of Congress
had the opportunity to hold meetings
such as I did, for example I held a
youth summit in Dubuque, Iowa, to
talk about education and met with spe-
cial educators, people involved in spe-
cial education, people involved in col-
lege education and higher education,
early childhood education, reading,
teacher training, administrators, prin-
cipals, they all tell us anything we can
do to improve education in this coun-
try is something that we should go
back to Washington and get working
on. Certainly one of the areas where we
can help in education is to increase
funding. That is why we made those in-
creases, 11 percent; and we will hold to
those. We will cheerfully continue to
support those major increases in fund-
ing for education.

Mr. Speaker, certainly people say we
can do more. I might add in that cho-
rus. While we added $1.25 billion in spe-
cial education in this resolution, I per-
sonally, as well as professionally, know

we should do more; but this fits within
a balanced budget and a balanced ap-
proach towards making sure that our
kids have the best education possible.

Number two says to provide that the
cost of coverage for prescription drugs
under Medicare not be taken from the
surplus in Medicare.

What we are saying is even though
we collect taxes to provide for a Medi-
care benefit, you cannot use those tax
dollars to either modernize Medicare or
provide a prescription drug benefit. I
do not think I understand.

We ask the American people for their
hard-earned money to pay for a Medi-
care benefit; and then we say even
though there are some obvious reforms,
we cannot use the surplus to reform
Medicare or modernize Medicare or
provide a prescription drug benefit, we
have to find money elsewhere, which is
a little bit suspicious because we know
our friends on the other side do not
support tax relief, and it is probably a
juxtaposition of tax relief versus Medi-
care benefits when all of us know that
we can provide those benefits from the
surplus in Medicare as well as possibly
adding additional funds as necessary.

It does not all have to come from the
HI Trust Fund. We have made that
very clear within our budget. We cer-
tainly do believe and we all voted on
that as I believe one of the first resolu-
tions of this year that we were going to
lock away that money for Medicare
and allow it for modernization and for
adding the prescription drug benefits.
So number two flies in the face of what
the House has already done.

On three, it says to increase the
funding provided for Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit to the amount set by
the Senate. I am not going to pre-
suppose or prenegotiate this item
today, but I think that is probably
something that is at least a reasonable
request. I think we had that debate on
the floor here. While the President’s
proposal was 153, it probably is going
to be scored slightly more than that;
and, therefore, we may have to make
an adjustment there. So number three
is not that controversial.

Number four says to insist that the
on-budget surplus set forth in the reso-
lution for any fiscal year not be less
than the surplus of the HI Trust Fund
for that fiscal year. I think again this
goes back to number two. What this is
basically saying is that we are presup-
posing that you cannot use the trust
fund that we collect the taxes from for
Medicare in order to modernize or pro-
vide a prescription drug benefit for
Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, two and four are really
the controversy. One and three, I
think, are easily supported or at least
certainly not controversial on both
sides.

Mr. Speaker, I would oppose the in-
struction for those two reasons. We
should be able to, as we have already
voted almost unanimously in this
House in a bipartisan way, be able to
provide the surplus from Medicare to
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provide a prescription drug benefit as
well as to modernize Medicare. Those
funds should be available. Since they
are paid for Medicare, they should be
allowed to modernize Medicare and im-
prove Medicare and provide a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for Medicare.

Therefore, I believe it would not be a
good idea for us to instruct our con-
ferees just now appointed to hold that
kind of position as we begin our nego-
tiations with the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, just in response, what
we are trying to do here is make a deci-
sion as to which is better. The Senate
had a choice. They could do more for
tax cuts and less for education, or more
for education and less for tax cuts.
They decided to do substantially more
for education. By the same token, they
decided to adequately fund a Medicare
prescription drug benefit.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) to talk about dou-
ble counting and overobligation of the
Medicare Trust Fund.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, like my colleagues, and
in particular the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, I just returned
from my district where I had a number
of town meetings with my constitu-
ents. We talked about the budget, and
we talked about the budget not just
being a 1-year budget, but the decisions
we might make this year would have
implications far beyond the next fiscal
year, implications far beyond the next
10 fiscal years.

What we are saying with respect to
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund, the Medicare Trust Fund, is it is
not so simple that we can take that
money today and spend it on some-
thing else and not have to make it up
later. My colleague from Iowa uses the
do-not-worry, be-happy defense, that
we can add prescription drug benefits
using this money, we can modernize
Medicare and use this money, and it
will all work out in the wash. But the
fact is that it will not work out in the
wash because the money that you want
to use, the trust fund money, is already
obligated. It is already obligated to pay
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund bene-
fits.

Mr. Speaker, we all know that the
demand on that money is not declin-
ing, it is increasing as America ages. It
is interesting because my colleagues
some years back, in fact my first year
in the House when we went through all
of the debates over the budget and
whether we were going to cut Medicare
or not, and the Speaker of the House at
that time said we needed to cut Medi-
care in order to save it because the
trust fund was going bankrupt; and yet
today the Republican Party has
brought a budget to the floor that

would in fact shorten that trust fund,
shorten the life span of that trust fund
after all of the work we have gone to to
extend the life span of that trust fund.

Legally and logically it is not correct
that you can take Medicare Trust Fund
moneys and spend them on anything,
whether it is prescription drugs or
highways or Howitzers or whatever.
Those moneys are obligated to the
beneficiaries currently and those in the
future who will enjoy the benefits of
the inpatient hospital trust fund.

Mr. Speaker, all we are saying is let
us use some honest bookkeeping and
set those funds aside. If we do not do
that, what we are going to end up with
in this budget, not just in fiscal year
2002, but for many years to come, is a
budget which is borrow and spend. We
are going to spend today, and then we
are going to borrow tomorrow much
deeper than we would otherwise.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and also thank the gen-
tleman for the instruction to the con-
ferees.

Mr. Speaker, I want to understand
the message. I think I heard the gen-
tleman from Iowa, the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget, say that one
of these points he had some problem
with. I do not know why my colleagues
would have any problem with any of
the points.

First of all, we are trying to make
sure that we have a minimal amount of
moneys, and that is the same amount
that the Senate put for Medicare. We
are trying to make sure that at least
that amount of money, which has been
recognized by both Republicans and
Democrats, on this floor as well as in
the Senate bicamerally, that the 147
was an insufficient number, and that
$300 billion is closer.

Mr. Speaker, so first, it is to make
sure that we have adequate amounts of
money for prescription drugs. Is that
what we are trying to achieve?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentlewoman would yield, that is cor-
rect.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I do
not know anyone in the House who
would disagree with that. The Repub-
licans say maybe they will do it.

The second one, there was a resolu-
tion at the beginning of the session
that said we will not take any moneys
out of the Social Security Trust Fund
or the Medicare Trust Fund; so we are
simply saying those dollars should not
be financed out of the Medicare Trust
Fund. The Medicare Trust Fund, as the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN)
said, has already been pledged. It has
been obligated. You cannot obligate it
two and three times.

Mr. Speaker, is that the second
point?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentlewoman would yield, that is cor-
rect.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, why
should the Republicans disagree with
that? We are on record as saying we do
not want to raid the Medicare Trust
Fund, and this simply says it cannot be
raided to pay for the additional moneys
needed for prescription drugs.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from Iowa for putting for-
ward a very practical and a very con-
sistent bill. I must say I wish we had
more money for education. I wish we
would go all of the way to where the
Senate is. The second point is to go as
close as possible to the Senate bill.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) for a very practical motion to
instruct, and I hope all of my col-
leagues vote for the motion to instruct.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from South Carolina for his
work all along, and for bringing up
these instructions.

Mr. Speaker, the House-passed budg-
et is really full of irresponsible tax
cuts and fuzzy math; and it should be
adjusted to match closely what has
been reached in compromise in the
other body.

As a teacher, I am particularly dis-
appointed that the budget resolution
fails to deal adequately with the many
urgent needs for our children in public
education. At a time when more is de-
manded of our schools through higher
standards, annual assessments, ‘‘in-
creased accountability’’ is the phrase
we are using this year, we risk failing
too many children by not providing
greater resources to turn around low-
performing schools.

Mr. Speaker, the House-passed mark
falls short of providing adequate help
for teacher training, recruitment, for
school construction and modernization,
for meeting Federal obligations to as-
sist local schools in providing excellent
education for students with special
needs. The average age of public
schools in this country is 40 years old.
We have to get the students and their
facilities into the 21st century.

Mr. Speaker, estimates are quite
clear that we will need 2.2 million new
teachers over the next 10 years to keep
up with attrition. This is not even to
get smaller class sizes; this is just to
keep up.
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Too often, I hear stories of teachers
with history degrees teaching science
and math because the schools have
trouble finding qualified teachers. Hav-
ing spent a year on the National Com-
mission on the Teaching of Mathe-
matics and Science, the John Glenn
Commission, I have offered a bill to
help schools recruit and retain quali-
fied science and math teachers.

Mr. Speaker, we have to do that. The
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget said a few moments ago that
they have provided, at the President’s



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1510 April 24, 2001
request, an 11 percent increase in edu-
cation spending. No, it is about half
that; it is 5.8 percent. The total in-
crease in the President’s budget, as in
the House-approved budget, would not
cover even half of the cost of meeting
our needs in special education, of meet-
ing our obligation, our Federal obliga-
tion to assist the local schools with
special education.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join in supporting the motion to in-
struct conferees.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time. I would like to
engage the ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget and perhaps
also the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. MCDERMOTT) in a discussion of the
situation we are facing with respect to
the Medicare Part A Trust Fund.

We have had for some years in this
body, although sometimes the political
rhetoric would not indicate it, an
agreement between the parties that the
Social Security Trust Fund ought to be
off limits, that we ought not to be
using the Social Security surplus to
cut taxes or to increase spending or for
any other purpose, other than to re-
duce the debt and ensure the future of
Social Security, to make certain that
those benefits will be there when the
baby boomers retire, when that pro-
gram’s cash flow reverses.

I would like to ask my colleagues if
there is any principled reason why we
should treat the Medicare Trust Fund
any differently from the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. If anything, the Medi-
care Trust Fund is facing even more se-
vere problems, even earlier than we
face with Social Security.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the Medi-
care Trust Fund is currently slated to
become insolvent in 2028 or 2029. Social
Security, fortunately, could last until
2038, 2039, for 10 more years. So the
Medicare Trust Fund is intended, for
the same reason, to sequester these
funds, to confine them for use for Medi-
care; and we have reached certainly an
accord on both sides of the aisle, both
Houses and the White House as to So-
cial Security, and I think the same
logic applies to Medicare. It is not an
idle concern.

We have a handout, if anyone cares
to see it, and they will see that under
the House resolution, as early as 2005
by our calculation, that resolution will
take us back into the Medicare Trust
Fund. The Senate resolution is even
worse. By our calculation, in 2002 the
Senate resolution would lead us into
the trust fund to the tune of $11 billion,
that soon, and we will be invading the
trust fund in Medicare again.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, we are

at present running a slight surplus in
Medicare, but the Medicare Trust Fund
is accumulating assets which we will
need to draw on later. If we, instead,
take those funds and use them for pre-
scription drug benefits, as badly as
that is needed, would that not reduce
our ability to meet our basic Medicare
obligations, the prescription benefit
aside?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will again yield, that is the
very point we are trying to make. The
fund as it is is overobligated from bene-
ficiary expectations, so we are simply
saying, do not overload another obliga-
tion on top of a fund that is already
short of meeting its scheduled obliga-
tions.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, hav-
ing sat on the Medicare Commission
for a year and looked at the future of
Medicare, and having realized that be-
ginning in 2010, we are going to double
the number of people on Medicare as
the baby boomers move into that stage
of their life, we cannot realistically
argue against putting money in ad-
vance of that big deficit that is com-
ing. Even more important, it is taken
out of people’s paychecks under the HI,
the health insurance. If that money is
not used for Medicare, it is breaking
the trust with the workers who put it
in.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time. I want to also
thank him for all of his work on our
behalf as the ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget.

We all recognize that we have an ur-
gent national need in this country to
make a greater investment in our edu-
cation system so that we can help a
greater number of our children succeed
within that system. I had the honor
and the pleasure of meeting with Presi-
dent Bush before he was sworn in to
talk with him and a number of our col-
leagues about education reform in this
country. We talked about the things
that needed to be done: to make
schools more accountable, to make
teachers more accountable, to improve
the professional development of teach-
ers, to make sure that we could direct
the resources, as he said, to the poorest
children in the poorest performing
schools. But we also said in that meet-
ing that it was very clear that those
things would not happen unless we had
the resources that were necessary to
provide those schools the quality edu-
cation that we all want.

I had an opportunity to meet several
other times with him and with Senator

KENNEDY and Senator JEFFORDS and
with the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, and again we talked about the
kinds of reforms and the results that
this President genuinely wants. We
said again, Mr. President, if we are
going to have testing and we are going
to require all of the States to go about
this, we are going to have to provide
the resources. We are going to provide
the resources so that, in fact, it can be
done in the right way, not in the wrong
way, not in a way that is harmful.

If we are really going to help these
children and we are going to get quali-
fied teachers in front of them on a
daily basis, we are going to have to im-
prove the quality of these teachers. It
is going to take resources. He assured
us that he recognized that and he un-
derstood that.

Now, when I see the budget, I am
deeply disappointed, because a decision
was made here between the times of
those meetings and the times of this
budget that those resources would be
put off into the tax cut. Now we find
that the amount of the tax cut that
goes to the richest 1 percent of the peo-
ple in this country is 13 times the
amount we would spend on education
in this budget, 13 times the amount on
the richest 1 percent, and yet we have
a huge number of children who are not
getting access to a decent, first-class
education, who are not having the
kinds of reforms that the President
wants, that I want, and that many of
my colleagues in the Congress want,
will not bring about the results that we
want, that every parent wants for their
child in the American education sys-
tem.

Mr. Speaker, we urgently need these
resources. We urgently need these re-
sources because our schools are edu-
cating more children now than at any
time in our history. They are edu-
cating more children with English as a
second language, children with disabil-
ities. These are expensive items, and
we owe these children an education,
and we have to make sure that they
have an opportunity to participate in
it.

That is not what this budget does. It
is not an 11 percent increase, as is well
documented by the minority on the
Committee on the Budget and our com-
mittee and the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. We are talk-
ing about a 5 percent increase. We are
talking about the smallest increase in
many years, and that is simply not
adequate to get the results that the
President says he wants and to get
them for the children that he has quite
properly focused on in his discussion of
education, the children that are in
most need of these resources so that
they can get the same access to an edu-
cation that children get in the wealthi-
er schools and in the middle-class
schools. But we cannot do it on this
budget. We cannot do it on this budget.

This budget suggests that we are
going to try to get first-class, world-
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class standards in education attain-
ment on behalf of America’s children,
but we are going to do it on the cheap,
and that would be a horrible mistake,
because that will lock us into another
5 years of spending without getting the
results that the taxpayers deserve and
that the children deserve in terms of
their educational opportunity.

So I commend the gentleman for the
motion to instruct, to say that we
should move toward the figures that
the Senate has talked about and has
suggested in their budget resolution,
figures that will, in fact, provide us the
kind of resources that are necessary for
special education, for Title I, for
English as a second language, so that
we can hire the 100,000 counselors that
are necessary, so that we can finish
hiring the 100,000 teachers that have al-
lowed us to reduce class sizes. Those
are the urgent needs of the American
education system, but they cannot be
met in this budget without going with
the numbers that are suggested in the
motion to instruct.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
read the motion to instruct to the gen-
tleman from California when he is re-
ferring to numbers in the motion to in-
struct: ‘‘To increase the funding for
education in the House resolution to
provide for maximum feasible fund-
ing.’’

Now, the gentleman from California
is a Member of the House who stands
behind no one when it comes to his ad-
vocacy of education and education
funding and for our students. He is a
friend, he is someone who has always
tried to responsibly put forward re-
forms and proposals on education. But
to suggest that this motion to instruct
somehow provides more money than
what the House resolution provided is
just simply not the case.

Let me review with the gentleman
from California and others what is in
the budget that has been passed that
we are defending here today. The
House-passed budget accommodates
not only the President’s ‘‘no child left
behind’’ education reform, which links
dollars to accountability. Simply
throwing more money at the programs
will not make them better. The gen-
tleman from California even testified
to that fact before me and the Com-
mittee on the Budget. It increases ele-
mentary and secondary education fund-
ing by 10 percent. It triples funding for
reading programs. It improves by in-
creasing IDEA by $1.25 billion to ensure
that every child, particularly children
with special needs, have access to the
best possible education. It increases
education savings accounts from $500
to $5,000 and makes them available not
only for their original intent, but ex-
pands them to K through 12 education.
It provides a full tax exemption to stu-
dents using qualified prepaid tuition
for college, and it provides $60 million
to help older children in foster care
transition to adulthood, including pro-
viding vouchers to cover tuition and
vocational training costs.

Now, the gentleman says that we do
not really have, if we take this out and
we move this over and we minus this
off the top, it is not really an 11 per-
cent increase. One cannot do that. It is
an 11 percent increase in this budget.
One cannot say, if we do not include
this, we do not include that; it is all
part of the budget, it is all in here,
that it is somehow some other percent-
age.

It is an 11 percent increase. We be-
lieve that is a responsible increase.

Are there more ways that we can im-
prove education in this country? You
bet. Is throwing money at it the only
answer? No. That is why we need to
move through this budget as quickly as
possible, give these instructions to the
committee, give these resources to the
committees so that they can begin to
reform our education programs in this
country and begin to make sure that
no child is left behind. Just simply to
come in here and say, it is not enough
money without the reforms, it is not
enough money without proposals, it is
not enough money just because some-
body says it is not enough money does
not mean it is not enough money.

Mr. Speaker, 11 percent over and
above the huge increases we have pro-
vided for education has not necessarily
solved the education concerns of Amer-
ica, and just providing a rhetorical re-
sponse on the floor as a motion to in-
struct conferees, saying the maximum
feasible funding, is not a way to do it
either.

We believe this is a responsible budg-
et, it is responsible in the context of
overall reform of education. It will
help us to ensure that no child is left
behind.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
just to respond to the gentleman before
yielding to the gentleman from Flor-
ida.

Let me make clear that this budget
passed by the House provided a 5.8 per-
cent increase for fiscal year 2002 in edu-
cation. In over 10 years, the President’s
budget, which was basically endorsed,
provides just above the rate of infla-
tion. Now, 5.8 percent is an increase,
but it is less than half the increase of
last year and less than half the in-
crease of the last 5 years, and less than
a third of the increase of last year.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to speak in support of the
motion to instruct conferees with re-
spect to the education increase that
has been proposed.

The Senate has finally started to
take us in the direction we need to go,
an additional $300 billion increase, sup-
ported by Democrats and Republicans,
to begin to put our money where our
mouth is. I applaud the chairman of
the House Committee on the Budget
putting emphasis on increased funding

for special education. But most of what
we have said about doing that are
promises. This is a chance for us today
to put that into action and to begin to
move in the direction of more funding
for both special education and general
education.
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We know what works. We know what
we need to do: we need to fix up some
of our crumbling schools. We need to
fix our schools that are overcrowded.

We have a class-reduction program at
the Federal level that has paid huge
dividends. In my community in Flor-
ida, in the Tampa Bay area, in Hills-
boro County, $8 million has gone into
reducing class size in some of our most
struggling schools. It has given control
of the classroom back to the teacher to
reach those kids in the back row like
me that needed some special attention
to get engaged in learning.

As the teaching shortage begins to
grow, we are going to have to pay more
attention to attracting qualified teach-
ers.

The Senate recognized these things
when they increased education spend-
ing on a bipartisan basis. There is no
reason why we should not do the same
thing here today.

We are about to debate finally the
President’s proposal to provide more
accountability and more resources to
education. Many of us applauded him
during the campaign for taking that
position, both on the accountability
and on the spending.

Guess what: unless we take the step
today of adopting this motion to re-
commit conferees, those are hollow
words, because this is the spending
blueprint. This is the way we begin to
back up with actions the words of the
President, the words of the Congress,
that we all want to do more for edu-
cation. So I would urge adoption of the
motion to instruct conferees with re-
spect to education as well as the other
points that have been made today.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
outlining some of the implications for
elementary and secondary education
on this budget.

Is it not true that President Bush
campaigned on getting the Pell grants,
in opening up opportunities for stu-
dents on higher education, getting
those Pell grants over $5,000?

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Yes, he did.
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. This

budget would keep the maximum Pell
grant well under $4,000. It is simply not
adequate to do what we need to do to
open the doors to opportunity in higher
education.

We have been increasing Pell grants
several hundred dollars a year for sev-
eral years. This would increase the Pell
grant, as I understand it; and this has
been borne out by CBO, only by $150.
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That is totally inadequate. It really
falls over $1,000 short of what President
Bush himself promised.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
think the incredibly meager increase
in the Pell grants cited by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE) is really a pitiful example of
how little we are doing and how much
more we can do.

I would urge that we adopt this mo-
tion to recommit conferees today. Let
us begin to put our actions where our
words have been. Mr. Speaker, let us
start to live up to what we know are
the Chair’s intentions to do more for
special education in Congress. Let us
lay the floor for the groundwork that
is going to be done in the House and
Congress in the next several years to
do more for our schools and to let them
make their decisions at home, let them
reduce class size, fix up the schools,
hire qualified teachers, and make sure
we leave no children behind.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just again refer
the gentleman to the first paragraph.
It is kind of hard for me to disagree
with the first paragraph.

It says: ‘‘To increase the funding in
the House Resolution to provide’’ not
so much money for IDEA, not so much
money for reading, not so much money
for Pell grants, as has been argued on
the floor here today, but just ‘‘max-
imum feasible.’’

We are all for that. My goodness, we
go out and swing a dead cat and we
could probably hit everybody who
would be for maximum feasible every-
thing in the budget. That is not what a
budget is all about. A budget is putting
numbers in here.

We put a number in here. I think our
number is very responsible when
looked at in the context of all of the
numbers that are in the budget. So to
come in here and say we want to in-
struct the conferees, here is a very spe-
cific instruction: get in there and do
something really good for education.
Okay, we will do that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU), the vice-
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, I am not
quite sure where to begin.

First and foremost, it is interesting
to sit in the Chamber today, to sit in
the Chamber today and hear so much
happiness and joy over something that
has been done in the other body. I do
not think I have heard this much ex-
citement about legislation in the other
body since I have been a Member of
Congress, though admittedly, that has
been for only two terms.

There has been a lot of discussion
about education. Education is impor-
tant. The chairman of our committee
just talked about the instruction here
to provide the maximum feasible
amount for education.

I am all for good and I am opposed to
evil; and I think it is nice that we have

a motion to recommit conferees that
says, let us provide more money for
good things. They did not actually
write in ‘‘less money for bad things,’’
but they might as well have.

But the fact of the matter is, if we go
through what we passed on the floor
here, what came out of our Committee
on the Budget, I think we do have a
very strong budget resolution. That is
one of the reasons, for anyone listening
to this debate, that we see so many
numbers being thrown around: $1 bil-
lion here, $1 trillion of this, $10 billion
here, 5 percent, 18 percent. Because
when we are not really able to argue
about good policy reform and good leg-
islation, we try to blind people with
numbers.

I make that comment as a former en-
gineer who maybe tried once or twice
to do the same, but I do not think it is
appropriate for the floor of the House.

Let me talk a little bit about what is
in the budget resolution that came out
of committee. First, overall, we in-
crease the size of the government by
about 4 percent, increase discretionary
spending 4 percent.

I think most Americans looking at
this blueprint would say well, we are
going to increase our household budget
by about the level of inflation. We are
not going to live beyond our means.
There is no reason whatsoever that this
Congress or any Congress should force
Americans to live beyond their means,
should collect more in taxes than we
need, or should spend at 6 or 8 or 12 per-
cent increases per year, because every-
one here knows that is the quickest
way to drive us into deficit.

A 4 percent increase in government, I
certainly understand for a lot of people
in this Chamber that is not enough
government. Increasing spending 4 per-
cent is not nearly enough government
for some people here. But I think for
most Americans to have the govern-
ment grow by 4 percent or 5 percent
would be plenty.

What do we do on the debt? We pay
down $2 trillion in debt over the next 10
years. Everyone wants to see us retire
public debt. We are paying it down at a
record level. We have not heard much
discussion about debt repayment in the
debate tonight, and that is because the
focus is on more spending. We are not
going to be able to pay down $2 trillion
in debt if we just start allowing the
budget resolution to spend more and
more and more.

We heard a discussion about edu-
cation. We are increasing funding for
education by 11 percent, as the chair-
man described, 10 percent for K
through 12, tripling funding for lit-
eracy.

We have committed in the House
budget resolution to a record increase
in special education funds, which is the
largest unfunded Federal mandate that
I know of on the books.

But for some on the other side, it is
never enough. It is all about resources,
resources, resources. How many times
did we hear that word tonight in talk-

ing about education? It is about re-
sources, resources, resources.

If money was the answer to improv-
ing education, then we could go to
those school districts in the country
that were spending the most on edu-
cation, some of them perhaps here in
Washington, DC., some perhaps in New
York City, and there we should find the
best schools in the country; and we do
not, because it is not all about re-
sources. It is about how we deliver the
education, it is about how we structure
the competition, it is about the needs
of the student and whether or not they
are being met at the local level.

So much discussion has been held
about resources; but there has been no
discussion about reform tonight, no
discussion about accountability and
standards and all of the keystones that
are in the President’s reform bill, and
certainly no discussion about the im-
portance of giving those students in
the failing schools in this country, so
many of them in economically de-
pressed areas of America, give those
students a chance to get out of those
failing schools, give them the economic
power of a grant of school choice, and
let their parents take them to a school
that is safe, that is reliable, and that
can deliver their children with the edu-
cation that they deserve.

Education accountability and edu-
cation choice is something the other
side does not want to discuss because,
one, it means empowering families to
make a real decision; and two, because
it means attacking a base, a status quo
base that wants no competition in the
public schools, no public school choice
whatsoever.

I think that is outrageous. I think it
is outrageous for people, certainly not
all the opponents of school choice, but
for many of them in the Senate and
some here in the House who send their
children to the best private schools in
the country, to then come and say,
well, we certainly do not want someone
in a public school to have the power of
choice, to take their child out of a fail-
ing school and give them an education
and a safe setting that they deserve.
But we hear about spending. It is all
about spending.

That brings us to the other portions
of this motion to instruct, to provide
the cost of coverage for prescription
drug benefits, not within the hos-
pitalization trust fund; in other words,
to pay for Medicare, but do not pay for
Medicare with Medicare taxes.

That does not make sense to me. I do
not think it makes sense to most
Americans. I would love to add a pre-
scription drug benefit to Medicare. I
voted for legislation on the floor last
year to add a prescription drug benefit
to Medicare. But we have in the in-
structions here, if we add a prescrip-
tion drug benefit under Medicare, we
do not take it out of the Medicare
Trust Fund.

Why would anyone want to do that? I
think there is one answer that I can
think of. It is because they do not want
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to cut taxes. It is because they want to
increase the size of government. It is
because they want to find any excuse
not to have to support tax relief.

Three years ago, 4 years ago, when I
first came to Congress, they said, we
cannot cut taxes until we balance the
budget. We enacted balanced budget
legislation in 1997.

Then they say, well, we cannot sup-
port cutting taxes because we have not
started paying down the debt. And we
started paying off the Federal debt.

Then they said, we cannot support
any tax cuts until we set aside every
penny of the Social Security surplus.
We did that.

Now tonight we are hearing, well, if
we set aside the Social Security sur-
plus, let us also set aside the Medicare
Trust Fund surplus.

We have actually done that in this
budget, so now they are trying to find
ways to force spending even higher, to
drive us back to a point where, for
some reason, we are not giving back
that tax surplus to Americans.

I think that is unfortunate. Some
people will look for any opportunity to
vote against the tax cut. In the end,
that is because there are some for
whom this is not nearly enough gov-
ernment, and only by keeping all of the
revenues that are coming into Wash-
ington in Washington will they have
the resources to increase the size and
scope of government to an untenable
level.

I think that is unfortunate. Taxes
today are higher than they have been
at any point since World War II. Al-
most 21 percent of our economy is con-
sumed in taxes. We wake up, we are
paying energy taxes; we go to work, we
are paying gasoline taxes; we make a
phone call, we are paying 3 percent in
telecommunications taxes that were
put in place in 1899 to fund the Span-
ish-American war; of course, we pay in-
come taxes; we pay Medicare taxes; we
pay Social Security taxes.

There is very little in our life that is
not taxed today, and when we are col-
lecting more in taxes than in our his-
tory, and after we have paid for all of
the essential operations of government,
expanded discretionary spending 4 per-
cent, invested in education and na-
tional defense, added $2.8 billion to the
National Institutes of Health, if we
have money left over, we ought to give
it back to the American taxpayer by
letting them keep more of what they
earn every week.

We do not say it nearly enough, but
the reason we have record tax collec-
tions is because Americans are working
more productively and harder and more
efficiently, earning more. We ought to
send a little bit of that back.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this motion to instruct. It is all about
the size of government. It is all about
trying to keep it here in Washington.
But I say when we take money out of
Washington and give it back to fami-
lies, we are making Washington a little
less important and we are making

those families and those American
workers more important. That is what
I came here to do.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 21⁄2 minutes.
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Let me say in response to the gentle-

man’s statement about the bite the
government is taking out of our econ-
omy. In 1984, 1985, the peak of the
Reagan years, the government was con-
suming 23.5 percent of the national pie
known as GDP, gross domestic product.
Peak of the Reagan years, 23.5 percent
of GDP being consumed by the govern-
ment.

Today, under this budget, the budget
we have this year, which is the Clinton
administration budget, less than 181⁄2
percent of our GDP is devoted to gov-
ernment spending. That is five full per-
centage points, five full percentage
points less than in the peak of the
Reagan years.

In addition, let me clarify where we
are with respect to education. The
President came here to this House and
made his State of the Union. He said
the account plussed-up by the most in
our budget will be education, 11.4 per-
cent. Our spirits were lifted.

We got the budget and started look-
ing at it, started dissecting it; and we
saw that he was claiming for his in-
crease for next year $2.1 billion that
the House appropriated last year for
2002. When we back that out, because
he is not providing, it was previously
provided, when we back that out, we
saw that the increase was 5.8 percent.
As I have said, 5.8 percent is an in-
crease; I will grant one that. But it is
nothing compared to last year, 18 per-
cent. It is nothing compared to the last
5 years, 13 percent.

Furthermore, when the Senate had
an opportunity, amendment by amend-
ment, to add to education, they added
through four amendments $300 billion.
When we say in this motion to instruct
conferees provide the maximum fea-
sible funding for education, we also say
within the scope of conference, the text
of the resolution. What does that
mean? Get as close to that $300 billion
increase as you possibly can. We will
not dictate it in numerical terms. But
within the scope of conference, that
means you can go up to $300 billion
plus-up in education, provide the max-
imum feasible funding for education.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question; and it
will be a short one.

Mr. SPRATT. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina indicated
that the Federal spending is 18.3 per-
cent of GNP today.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, that is
correct.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, we are
collecting almost 21 percent in taxes.

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, what is
the justification for collecting so much

more in taxes than the Federal Govern-
ment is spending?

Mr. SPRATT. The difference is, the
surplus is——

Mr. SUNUNU. I know what the dif-
ference is. What is the normal jus-
tification for collecting so much more
in taxes than we spend in government?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, it is this:
From 1982 to 1992, we increased the na-
tional debt of this country, which we
will leave to our children, by more
than $4 trillion. It is time we paid some
of that off, and the budget we brought
to the floor would have done that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to thank the gentleman from
South Carolina for his motion to in-
struct because it is clear that the mas-
sive tax cut package pushed through
the House earlier this year was fi-
nanced by cutting much-needed pro-
grams, particularly as it regards to
education.

There are devastating cuts in edu-
cation spending affecting areas where
continued progress relies on at least
maintaining current levels of funding.
Where the President proposes an in-
crease in funds to disadvantaged stu-
dents and programs, he proposes major
cutbacks in educational technology
programs and a decrease in funds for
vocational educational programs.

This budget does not provide the nec-
essary increases to the Safe and Drug
Free Schools and Communities Pro-
gram or the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers, programs which
have been proven to work and be suc-
cessful. This is a major blow to all
urban and rural communities. These
programs are vital to providing a safe
and stimulating academic environment
for students, both while they are in
school and during after-school hours.
We need these programs, and we need
them at full funding, which covers real
operating costs.

Despite campaign promises to in-
crease the average Pell grant to $5,100,
this budget proposes approximately
$3,800, a $100 increase per student. The
President then freezes all other critical
student aid programs, making it al-
most impossible for working families
and students to finance the higher edu-
cation, to keep us moving on and keep
us ahead of the curve.

The elimination of the budget line
for school renovation is ill-advised and
absolutely devastating to restoring and
modernizing our schools and bringing
them up to the 21st century standards.
This must be reversed.

Mr. Speaker, my constituents need
each and every dollar of this Nation’s
education budget to provide a safe and
competent educational experience. The
President’s budget stops short of pro-
viding real educational relief.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the

gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
SUNUNU) says he does not know why we
could possibly have ever seen anything
good about the other body. The fact is
that even a stopped clock is right twice
a day. The question is: Do you know
when it is? In this instance, their budg-
et makes more sense.

I went back to my district for 2
weeks, and I had four community
meetings with an average of 150 people
in each meeting; 600 people. Seventy-
five percent of them, after you go
through the budget and explain what
the tax cut does to all of it, said we do
not want the tax cut. We would rather
have you pay down the debt. We would
rather you protect Social Security and
protect Medicare. They understand.

Now, my colleagues say, well, you
are from Seattle. You are from that
liberal district out on the Left Coast.
The district of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER) right on the border
between Texas and Louisiana was re-
ported in the New York Times as hav-
ing exactly the same result.

The people understand that edu-
cation is the future of this country,
that also the future is the security that
comes with Medicare and Social Secu-
rity.

Now, for us to say that we cannot
support the Senate, they in fact are
much more in tune with the people
than are the House of Representatives
who rammed this budget through with
very little discussion about what it ac-
tually does in the long-term.

This resolution supports what the
people support. They are not asking for
tax relief. They are not begging. When
one explains in the meetings who gets
the tax cut and where it goes and what
it means when we do not pay down the
debt and we have to pay an extra $500
billion in interest, they say: Why do
not you just keep the money, pay the
debt down and save the interest. You
can use that on education.

People, they do not need to be rocket
scientists. If one can add and subtract,
one can see what the Senate did. If my
colleagues allowed us to have the kind
of amendments over here that they had
in the other body, we would have a
much different resolution on the floor,
because they would have found there is
much more support in this body for
education. But they would not allow it.
So that is why they have to have this
resolution passed.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, how
much time do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). The gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) has 1 minute re-
maining and the right to close. The
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) has
91⁄2 minutes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes to close our portion
of the debate.

Let me just reiterate that certainly
we have tried and we will continue to
try and reform our education system.
Part of that reform requires us to con-

sider new funding. Part of that reform
requires us to consider that we are not
paying the bills that have been prom-
ised under the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act. Part of that is to
recognize that, as people continue a
lifetime of learning, that we have to
find new ways to pay for higher edu-
cation; that we recognize that reading
programs in this country need addi-
tional assistance.

But in part, that is the reason why
our budget lays out for education those
many different priorities we believe so
succinctly and with so much of a pri-
ority.

I think it is wrong to assume that be-
cause we have over the course of our
appropriations passed some advanced
appropriations that all of a sudden now
that that should not be included as a
priority for this year’s budget or be-
yond. We have increased budgets for
education in the past. We will do so in
the future. This year’s is 11 percent. We
are proud of that. If there are ways
that we can help improve that in the
future with reform, we will consider
that.

As far as reform and modernization
of Medicare, we believe based on the 407
to 2 vote earlier this year that the
House of Representatives is clearly on
record that not one penny of Social Se-
curity or Medicare ought to be used for
anything else except Social Security or
Medicare. Finally we have done that.

I do not want to recall history, but
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT), my good friend, knows
that this is a very brief history in-
volved in any side coming forth with a
budget that does not touch the trust
funds and the surpluses for Medicare
and Social Security. Finally, in a bi-
partisan way, this year, we were able
to say do not touch it, only use it for
its intended purpose.

But this is its intended purpose. If
one cannot use Medicare Trust Fund
dollars for Medicare, for modernization
of Medicare, for improving Medicare
and providing Medicare recipients
more Medicare, what is one going to
use the money for? I mean, I do not
quite understand that.

This desire to run to the floor and to
say every penny you use from the
Medicare Trust Fund automatically
takes a penny away from its solvency
in the future is just not factually cor-
rect. Modernization is intended for and
we will pass modernization that needs
to extend the life of Medicare.

I just say the following: If one cannot
use Medicare Trust Fund dollars for
Medicare, if one cannot use Medicare
surpluses for Medicare, what can one
use it for? We believe we have finally
arrived at a bipartisan principle on
that issue. We believe that is embodied
in this budget that has already passed
the House.

I believe it would be a grave mistake
to change that tact now and to instruct
our conferees, albeit it is not binding, I
realize that, and maybe we should not
make a controversy out of it, but I be-

lieve it is a mistake for us to bind our
conferees or instruct our conferees by
suggesting to them that now, all of a
sudden, we are going to reverse that 407
to 2 vote and say that one cannot use
Medicare now for anything, one cannot
use it for prescription drugs, one can-
not use it for modernization. I believe
that would be a mistake.

Therefore, I urge Members not to
adopt the motion to instruct offered by
the distinguished gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Speaker, basically this is what
this motion to instruct does: The Sen-
ate has added $300 billion to education.
We say go as far as you can, conferees,
as far as feasible in the direction of the
Senate’s plus-up for education.

Secondly, the Senate has provided
$147 billion to the $153 billion provided
in the House for a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. That is the minimum
amount that will actually provide the
benefit. We say adopt the Senate provi-
sion.

Thirdly, we say as to Medicare, do
not double count. Do not take these
overobligated underfunded trust funds
and use them for new obligation. Take
the money out of the general fund to
provide for the Medicare prescription
drug benefit.

If one is for education, if one is for
Medicare prescription drugs, if one is
for making Medicare sound and solvent
far into the future, one should vote for
the motion to instruct conferees be-
cause that is what it does.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the time
for an electronic vote on the motion to
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 428, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 200, nays
207, not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 85]

YEAS—200

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews

Baca
Baird
Baldacci

Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
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Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Ford
Frank
Frost
Ganske
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel

Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NAYS—207

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss

Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen

Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hutchinson

Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McInnis
McKeon
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood

Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions

Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—24

Abercrombie
Brown (FL)
Cantor
Capps
Davis (CA)
Filner
Holden
Hunter

Istook
Linder
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Moakley
Myrick
Payne

Roybal-Allard
Schiff
Smith (TX)
Stark
Taylor (NC)
Vitter
Weller
Whitfield

b 1835
Mrs. CUBIN, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-

necticut, Messrs. OXLEY, GOSS,
WATTS of Oklahoma, SKEEN, HOB-
SON, WALDEN of Oregon, and NEY
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 85,

I was unavoidably detained due to flight can-
cellations. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘yea’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Without objection, the Chair ap-
points the following conferees:

Messrs. NUSSLE, SUNUNU, and
SPRATT.

There was no objection.
f

CONCERNING PARTICIPATION OF
TAIWAN IN WORLD HEALTH OR-
GANIZATION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 428, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 428, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 0,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 86]

YEAS—407

Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Capito
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett

Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski

Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
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